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Sir: 

A REPLY BRIEF is filed herewith in response to the Examiner's Answer having a 
mailing date of December 7, 2006. If any fees are required in association with this Reply Brief, 
the Director is hereby authorized to charge them to Deposit Account 50-1732, and consider this a 
petition therefor. 



REPLY BRIEF 

A. Introduction 

The Applicants respectftxUy submit that claims 1-42 are patentable over Wolfe in view of 
Gervais. In particular, neither reference, either alone or in combination, discloses or suggests all 
the features recited in claims 1-42. As such, these claims are patentable. 

B. Argument 

Claims 1-42 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wolfe in 
view of Gervais. The Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

According to Chapter 2143.03 of the M.P.E.P., in order to "establish prima facie 
obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the 
prior art." The Applicants respectfully submit that neither Wolfe nor Gervais, either alone or in 
combination, disclose or suggest all the features recited in claims 1-42. More specifically, claim 
1 recites a method for enabling electronic delivery of files comprising, among other features, 
maintaining a data repositor)' which includes "business rules associated with each file that define 
electronic transfer of the files during commercial transactions." Claims 15 and 29 include 
similar features. The Applicants respectfully submit that neither Wolfe nor Gervais, either alone 
or in combination, disclose or suggest a data repository, which includes business rules associated 
with a file. Further, neither Wolfe nor Gervais provide business rules that define the electronic 
transfer of the file during a commercial transaction. In maintaining the rejection, the Patent 
Office indicates that Wolfe discloses this feature at paragraphs [0018] and [0064] (See 
Examiner's Answer, page 3). The Applicants respectfully submit that neither of these passages 
disclose or suggest business rules associated with a file or that the business rules define the 
electronic transfer of a file during a commercial transaction. In fact, nowhere does Wolfe 
disclose or even suggest this feature. Similarly, Gervais does not disclose or suggest this feature. 

Claim 1 also recites retrieving fi-om a data repository "the business rules associated with 
the file identified in the RURL" in response to a second user clicking on a link to download a 
file. Claims 15 and 29 include similar features. The Applicants submit that neither Wolfe nor 
Gervais, either singularly or in combination, disclose or suggest retrieving business rules 
associated with a file in response to a user clicking on a link to download the file. As detailed 
above, none of the cited references disclose or suggest business rules associated with a file. 
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C Conelusioii 

As detailed abo\e. neither WolU" uor (jervnLs. cVlicr singularly or in combination, 
disclose or suggest all the ri.atui.,\ t xit^d m ^'.uris 1-12 Spi,cilkail\ num. of the cited 
icfcrenecs disclose or .suggest bu-iiu--,- u\k - that aic a.->sotiatcd with each file where the business 
rules define electronic transfer of L-af. h lii.- dm aiu t ounnei cfal transactions. In addition, neither 
reibrence, either alone or in combination, discloses or .suggests retrieving bLteiness niles 
associated Viith a file to customize the download of the ille. Iherefoi-e, claims 1-42 are 
patemable over in view of Gervais. 
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